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The reply brief filed 8/27/07 has been considered by examiner and the remarks are duly noted. This issue has been discussed 
numerous times via formal arguments and the brief phone inquiry of the case by applicant's representative. Examiner wishes lo note, 
that applicant's continually persist on rationalizing patentability of the claimed invention based on overcoming the prior art teachings 
as suggested by Murthy 787's Figure 3 teachings. However as can be clearly iterated in the examiner's answer and previous office 
actions, examiner has been pointing out teachings against the prior art via Figures 2 and 5. Examiner also wishes to point out that 
applicant's arguments amount to overcoming the prior art based on a preferred embodiment, it is respectfully submitted that examiner 
note the decision of In re Boe 148 USPQ 507, whereby the entire prior art reference and teachings disclosed is to be considered and 
rationalized by one having ordinary skill in the art when determining patenability of the claimed invention. If applicant's have an 
unexpected result or unknown variable that citates differentiation it has never been disclosed nor rectified with a declaraiton/affidavit. 
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